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THE CONFERENCE ON THEORY OF ORGANIZATION 


Human behavior in complex organizations is an area of 
theory and research currently engaging large measures 
of time and talent in the social sciences. Public admin- 
istration, business administration and industrial man- 
agement, and industrial sociology represent major 
constellations of interest, but other and more particular 
specialties also center on organizational behavior: e.g. 
decision making, leadership, morale, communication, 
and occupational mobility. 

The Conference on Theory of Organization was spon- 
sored jointly by the Social Science Research Council and 
the Organizational Behavior Project at Princeton Uni- 
versity.! As indicated in the program at the end of this 
report, four sessions were held in Princeton on June 
18-19, 1952. In addition to members of the Project 
and other Princeton faculty members, some twenty 
scholars from nearly as many institutions and agencies 
attended the conference. 

The purposes of the conference were essentially 
threefold: first, to bring together within a somewhat 
different context a group of social scientists whose work 
might be related in order to identify and discuss com- 
mon research problems; second, to learn who was doing 
what and to have such information more widely circu- 
lated; third, to try to answer the question: is it possible 
to theorize about administrative organizations as such? 
At the very least it was hoped that the participants 
would learn from each other; at the very most it was 
hoped that sufficient evidence might be found to con- 


1The Project is an interdisciplinary research planning operation 
underwritten by a “behavioral science” grant from the Ford Foundation 
in September 1950. Members of the Project are drawn from the fields 
of sociology, economics, political science, psychology, history, and 
mathematics. 


by Wilbert E. Moore and Richard C. Snyder 


firm the notion that “organizational behavior” is a 
coherent and fruitful focus of social science research.? 
Those invited to the conference constituted a highly 
selected though representative list of scholars whose 
work as individuals or as members of research groups 
has placed them in a strategic position with respect to 
practical and theoretical developments. This was prob- 
ably the first time that specialists in the fields of or- 
ganizational study named above were actually brought 
together to explore topics of mutual interest. 


CONFERENCE ORGANIZATION 


Following successful precedents set by other confer- 
ences sponsored by various committees of the Council, 
the principal papers prepared for the conference were 
circulated to all participants in advance. Contrary to 
some precedents, authors of papers were heard only 
after the session chairman and announced discussant 
had set a framework for the discussion. With the 
limited number of formal papers and the rigid proce- 
dure indicated, discussion was uniformly vigorous up to 
the end of each time period and carried over into meal 
times and the evening. The formal program was re- 
stricted precisely to encourage this informal interchange. 

Each of the four sessions of the conference was de- 
voted to a single topic of general significance with two 
papers supplying emphasis on particular aspects. A dis- 


2 Two recent books made up of articles and shorter selectiuns from 
a wide variety of sources and emphasizing common problems and 
characteristics of administrative organizations should be noted: Robert 
Dubin, ed. Human Relations in Administration: The Sociology of 
Organization (New York: Prentice-Hall, 1951); Robert K. Merton et 
al., eds. Reader in Bureaucracy (Glencoe: The Free Press, 1952). 
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cussant was chosen to open each session by noting 
any links between the papers, drawing out their impli- 
cations, and analyzing them if possible in terms of 
theoretical problems. Titles of papers naturally reflected 
the established interests of individuals and research or- 
ganizations. Discussants were selected on the basis of 
their theoretical interests. 

In addition to the formal papers, all participants were 
asked to supply brief reports on relevant research in 
progress at their respective institutions. These reports, 
which were organized in a fairly uniform way, supplied 
further documentation for the conference and repre- 
sented an additional attempt to improve communica- 
tion concerning current projects. Subsequent to the 
meetings, Robert Dubin’s comments as discussant were 
also prepared as a paper and distributed to participants. 

Of the many issues and problems that arose in the 
course of the discussions, problems of communication 
among the represented specialties were of minor im- 
portance. There were differences of emphasis and aim, 
and some difficulties over concepts. It did not appear 
that these differences followed any disciplinary lines or 
lines espoused by areas of specialization in the study of 
administrative organization. 

In planning the conference there was no intention 
that it would come to definite conclusions or make spe- 
cific recommendations. As might be expected, a number 
of problems were raised without being resolved or even 
adequately defined. It was also to be expected that there 
would be varying views as to research needs and their 
priority. The summary of the conference in the re- 
mainder of this report does not follow the arrangement 
of the program. It is rather directed to several promi- 
nent theoretical and methodological issues that ap- 
peared at various junctures in the discussions. It follows 
that the writers have indulged in some retrospective in- 
terpretation based on fairly extensive discussion notes, 
and also on the experience of the Organizational Be- 
havior Project in dealing with some of the issues that 
arose during the conference. 


“ORGANIZATION” AND 
“ORGANIZATIONAL BEHAVIOR” 


Although called a Conference on Theory of Organi- 
zation, the selection of participants and of particular 
topics for papers involved a clear if implicit limitation 
to “administrative organization” or “complex work or- 
ganization” as the primary empirical content of the con- 
cept “organization.” The wisdom of this limitation and 
its significance for theory and research were called into 
question in several contexts. Before this range of issues 
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is summarized, however, it may be appropriate to indi- 
cate the considerations that prompted the implicit limi- 
tation, since these have been faced explicitly in the 
activities of the Organizational Behavior Project. 

Without feeling obligated to push the distinction to 
indefinite limits, the Princeton Project is interested in 
research on social substructures having these general 
characteristics: a concrete membership unit; member- 
ship constitutes a livelihood; specific, limited, hier- 
archized objectives; prescribed rational orientation in 
the use of scarce resources for achievement of objectives; 
internal specialization resting on universalistic standards 
of placement and functionally specific relationships; co- 
ordination of specialized activities based on formal au- 
thority; relationships are formalized and routinized; and 
positions and careers are professionalized in terms of 
operating codes and procedures. The Project has merely 
assumed, tentatively, that human behavior in such sub- 
structures is a useful and convenient focus for inter- 
disciplinary group research—a focus that is flexible 
enough to accommodate individual scholarly interests 
and coherent enough to permit exploitation of common 
experience and exchange of knowledge from one disci- 
pline to another. It is also assumed that present planning 
may lead to research that will make possible generalized 
propositions concerning comparative behavior in dif- 
ferent types of complex organizations. 

As will be readily apparent to the reader, the charac- 
teristics of the administrative organization represent 
essentially variants on the “classical” sources such as 
Weber, Fayol, Urwick, and others.’ It is indeed the ex- 
istence of a considerable body of integrated theory, de- 
veloped almost sufficiently to yield theoretical models in 
the strict sense, that provides a major argument for at 
least starting with this limitation. 

Several participants in the conference expressed the 
view that the concentration on a particular type of or- 
ganization might well prevent higher levels of generali- 
zation already within the capacity of the social sciences. 
In other contexts it was suggested that the “model” of 
the rational administrative organization entails assump- 
tions that if strictly applied would not only leave out of 
account large masses of established facts about work or- 
ganizations, but would allow many such organizations to 
escape our classification altogether. In this report we 
cannot reproduce and analyze the arguments in detail, 
but we shall indicate some of the problems raised. 


8 See, for example, Max Weber, The Theory of Social and Economic 
Organization (New York: Oxford University Press, 1937), pp. 329-340; 
Henri Fayol, General and Industrial Management (London: Sir Isaac 
Pitman & Sons, 1949); Luther Gulick and L. Urwick, eds. Papers on the 
Science of Administration (New York: Institute of Public Administra- 
tion, Columbia University, 1937). 
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One major group of questions centered around iden- 
tification of organizational boundaries, granting a 
“group” rather than an “action” focus. Membership in 
terms of livelihood may be only deceptively simple as a 
criterion, particularly if questions of degree of personal 
involvement are raised. Role theory provides some basis 
for handling multiple contexts of behavior, but does not 
answer all significant questions about what organiza- 
tional membership means to the participant or to the 
larger entity. Introduction of notions of “informal or- 
ganization,” “patterns of communication,” or “pyra- 
mided organizations” clearly requires further specifica- 
tion of boundaries consistent with the theoretical 
problems at hand. 

The inconclusive discussion of the conference on the 
problem of defining the organizational unit prompts 
the rather dogmatic assertion that there is no right or 
wrong definition of organization. There are alternative 
definitions which have, of course, different consequences 
for what becomes relevant for the investigator’s pur- 
poses. While the investigator thus has a wide leeway, he 
must be explicit about his choice and he must abide by 
the rules that it imposes upon him. He must relate his 
choice to existing theory or otherwise demonstrate “the 
difference it makes.” 

Some of the participants had had vast experience in or 
with administrative organizations of many kinds and 
had accumulated considerable wisdom. Naturally the 
tendency of these observers was to be very practical 
and to be wary of abstraction. The wealth of detailed 
information supplied by them greatly enriched the con- 
ference. But on numerous occasions the empirically 
oriented and theoretically oriented experts engaged in 
argument that was never resolved. No definition of or- 
ganization will accommodate the jarring impact of the 
real world, but the utility of a definition does not de- 
pend upon that. An integrated theory of organization, 
if and when it is attained, will not say everything every- 
one knows about every empirical organization. Problems 
of misplaced concreteness and related questions are 
problems of the investigator’s intellectual operations, 
and not of the real world. Obvious as this may be, the 
attempt to define organization as an analytic concept 
was subject at various points to the pressure of examples 
from the world of reality. 

Difficult as the problem of definition is, it must be 
faced. One major kind of choice confronting the in- 
vestigator was obscured by the foregoing conflict. For 
example, it is possible and feasible—perhaps it is the 
conventional approach—to define the unit for study as 
identical with a concrete agency; here the investigator's 
model and a common-sense organization merge into one 
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another. However, a quite different approach requires 
the definition of organization in terms of a system of 
patterned action. The organization then becomes the 
actions that are relevant to a particular consequence or 
set of consequences such as a “decision” or a “product.” 
Thus foreign policy may be studied as a product of the 
Department of State and related agencies, or the foreign 
policy organization may be “constructed” by abstracting 
analytically from the total governmental system only 
those actions relevant to a particular consequence. This 
alternative clearly presents its own peculiar problems of 
research and by no means resolves the “boundary” ques- 
tions in the absence of explicit models for determining 
relevance. 

The conference discussion suggests the need for a 
further distinction. Analysis of organizational behavior 
in general is one thing; a specific research effort is an- 
other. While the individual investigator has a wide 
choice of analytical alternatives, he will be helped by the 
refinement of generalized propositions. 


ORGANIZATION AND THE INDIVIDUAL 


Two papers prepared for the conference—those by 
Robert Kahn, Floyd Mann, and Nancy Morse and by E. 
Wight Bakke—dealt explicitly with the mutual impact 
of the organization and the individual member. Not 
only in the discussion of these two papers but also in 
other contexts the conference participants turned to 
questions of motivation, consensus, and related prob- 
lems. It was pointed out by Philip Selznick and others, 
for example, that a formal model of the rational admin- 
istrative organization made motivation largely unprob- 
lematical, but that this or almost any other theory of 
organization involved at least an implicit theory of 
motivation. Studies of morale and productivity, such as 
those carried out by the University of Michigan Survey 
Research Center, essentially ask about the relation be- 
tween individual and organizational goals. Studies of 
leadership are likely to raise questions about the leader's 
own commitments and also about his function of setting 
goals for others. 

The discussion of these questions was not sharply 
focused and it was recurrently troublesome. In retro- 
spect it appears that the underlying assumptions about 
the kind of organizational model being used were not 
always shared. As noted earlier, many of the participants 
had a hard core of firsthand experience with operating 
organizations and their problems, whereas others were 
primarily concerned with abstract models. Thus a 
“purely static” model of organization may abstract from 
or by-pass many questions of the individual and his mo- 








tives. On the other hand, attention to innovation and 
adaptation, to differential distribution of problem- 
solving roles in the organization, to questions of organi- 
zational survival, and to the relations between organi- 
zational and extra-organizational roles may require a 
choice among several models that include motivation as 
an explicit variable. Communication was sometimes 
hampered by the fact that remarks on particular issues 
were not always on the same level of abstraction. 


WAYS IN WHICH ORGANIZATIONS DIFFER 


Although the conference was more or less explicitly 
attempting to arrive at sets of general propositions 
about organizational behavior, discussion of specific 
concepts, hypotheses, and research results inevitably 
brought into view the many ways in which organizations 
concretely differ. Even the preliminary attempt to con- 
centrate on one type of system—the administrative or- 
ganization—is subject to dispute. If that limitation is 
accepted, not all problems disappear. 

Size of organization, for example, is relevant not only 
to determining the boundaries of the class of phenomena 
to be included as administrative organizations, but also 
as a prime variable for differentiation within the class. 
Several participants noted the need for research on the 
relation of size to other organizational variables. 

Probably the commonest differentiation of adminis- 
trative organizations is in terms of purpose or function— 
industrial, educational, governmental, military, and so 
on. This type of differentiation was largely assumed in 
discussion, and little time was devoted to the structural 
implications of these differences. A related and perhaps 
more fundamental barrier to generalization was brought 
to light, however. As the students of public administra- 
tion especially emphasized, there appear to be substan- 
tial differences in the clarity of organizational goals or 
missions. Tests of productivity, of efficiency, or of dedi- 
cation to organizational objectives are obviously easier 
when the goal can be clearly stated and readily meas- 
ured. In this respect the business or industrial organiza- 
tion, which not only has the prescribed goal of profitable 
operation but also the advantage of monetary mensura- 
tion, permits kinds of research that are difficult in other 
organizations. 

Another distinction runs along the same lines but 
provides different problems of analysis. This may be 
called the degree of organizational autonomy and the 
’ nature of “interorganizational” relations. The govern- 
mental agency or branch of the armed forces may be con- 
sidered as an entity or as part of a larger organization. 
The decision between these alternatives is less trouble- 
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some than the circumstance that there is scarcely any 
theoretical system for specifying the nature of rela- 
tions among these agencies that is at all comparable to 
the model of the market used by the economist. The 
acknowledged shortcomings of the latter model, and the 
even more notable neglect of organizational variables 
in the “theory of the firm” do little to alleviate the 
theoretical problems of dealing with other types of 
administrative organizations in comparable ways. 

These differences may also be restated as the varying 
ways in which organizations are related to and affected 
by their “setting.” The setting and its changes may or 
may not challenge organizational survival, and this in 
turn has implications for the importance and type of 
“leadership” to be expected. Similarly the “monopo- 
listic’” or “competitive” position of the unit has impli- 
cations not only for the allocation of resources within 
the organization, but also for the degree of control the 
organization may exercise over the individual member. 

In discussions of the significance of these variations 
there was apparent in the conference the expected dif- 
ferences in the predilections of social scientists—the 
willful generalizers, the dedicated classifiers, and the 
adherents of specialized and detailed knowledge of 
particular organizations. But there appeared to be a 
consensus that the problems of analyzing the relation- 
ships between the organization and its setting had been 
neglected. 


CONCLUSIONS AND PLANS 


Despite many differences of interest and emphasis 
among students of organization at the conference, there 
was general agreement that much had been gained by 
attention to common theoretical and methodological 
problems. 

Since the meetings represented an experiment in 
bringing together scholars from a broad range of back- 
grounds and the formal program was not intended to 
provide complete and systematic coverage of the topic, 
it is not planned to publish the full proceedings.‘ 
Participants in the conference agreed that the experi- 
ment was successful, and that further conferences should 
be held, with a persistent emphasis on the theoretical sig- 
nificance of current research. Special attention to other 
aspects of organizational behavior and the inclusion in 
the conferences of additional scholars conducting re- 
search in the field might well yield a volume of con- 
siderable significance a few years hence. 


4 One of the papers prepared for the conference has been published: 
E. Wight Bakke, Organization and the Individual (New Haven: Labor 
and Management Center, Yale University, 1952). 














June 18, 9:30 A.M. 
PATTERNS OF BEHAVIOR WITHIN ORGANIZATIONS 


Chairman: 


Papers: 


Frederick F. Stephan, Princeton University 

“The Meaning of Morale” 
Robert Kahn, Floyd Mann, and Nancy Morse, Uni- 

versity of Michigan 

“Studies in Leadership” 
Carroll L. Shartle, Ohio State University 

Philip Selznick, RAND Corporation and University of 
California at Los Angeles 


Discussion: 


June 18, 2:00 P.M. 


ORGANIZATIONAL SETTING 


Chairman: Pendleton Herring, Social Science Research Council 
Papers: “Organization and the Individual” 
E. Wight Bakke, Yale University 
“Influence of Public Opinion on Organizational Change” 
Neil W. Chamberlain, Yale University 
Discussion: Joseph J. Spengler, Duke University 





THE study of comparative politics has been primarily 
concerned thus far with the formal institutions of for- 
eign governments, particularly of Western Europe. In 
this sense it has been not only limited but also primarily 
descriptive and formalistic. Its place in the field of po- 
litical science has been ill-defined. Is the student of com- 
parative politics properly concerned primarily with de- 
scription of the formal institutions of various polities, or 
with undertaking comparisons? If with the latter, what 
is the meaning of comparison? Is it confined to the de- 
scription of differences in various institutional arrange- 
ments? If comparison is to be something more than de- 
scription of formal institutional differences, what are its 





| * This article is a summary of a longer report on the proceedings 
of the interuniversity summer research seminar on comparative politics 
held at Northwestern University during July and August 1952. Plans 
| for the seminar were described briefly in the March 1952 issue of 
Items, p. 7. While the author is responsible for the statements appearing 
here, they summarize a collective product and at times reproduce lines 
of thought expressed originally by the participants both during the 
meetings and in their respective essays. Members of the seminar were: 
Samuel H. Beer and Harry Eckstein, Harvard University; George I. 
Blanksten and Roy C. Macridis, Northwestern University; Karl W. 
Deutsch, Massachusetts Institute of Technology; Kenneth W. Thomp- 
son, University of Chicago; and Robert E. Ward, University of Michi- 

gan. Richard Cox of the University of Chicago acted as rapporteur. 
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Program: CONFERENCE ON THEORY OF ORGANIZATION 
Graduate College, Princeton University, June 18-19, 1952 


June 19, 9:30 A.M. 
DECISION MAKING 
Chairman: George Graham, Princeton University 


Papers: “Decision Making in Government” 


Harold Stein, Inter-University Case Program and Pub- 
lic Administration Clearing House 
“Decision Making in Business” 
Melvin T. Copeland, Harvard University Graduate 
School of Business Administration 


Discussion: Robert Dubin, University of Illinois 


June 19, 2:00 P.M. 
THEORY AND CURRENT RESEARCH 


Chairman: Wilbert E. Moore, Princeton University 
Paper: “Current Research and Its Relation to Organizational 
Theory” 


Herbert Simon, Carnegie Institute of Technology 


Conference Rapporteur: Richard C. Snyder, Princeton University 


COMPARATIVE POLITICS: METHOD AND RESEARCH 


by Roy C. Macridis * 


aims, scope, and methods? Should the student of com- 
parative politics attempt to compare total configura- 
tions? If not, then he has to develop a precise notion of 
what can be isolated from the total configuration of a 
system or systems and compared. 

The above questions illustrate the difficulties and the 
challenge confronting the student of comparative polli- 
tics. The problem of comparative method revolves 
around the discovery of uniformities, and the examina- 
tion of variables in the context of uniformities between 
various systems. But even so, what are the particular 
clusters of states that have a degree of uniformity that 
makes the comparison and understanding of variations 
possible? Does the concept of “area,” as used, provide 
us with such a hunting ground for the study of “dif- 
ference,” against a background of “uniformity”? Is the 
concept of culture a more acceptable one? Or does the 
similarity of social and economic contextual elements 
provide a better opportunity to compare and understand 
variations? What degree of homogeneity is required for 
comparison, and are comparisons between systems not 
showing the desired degree of homogeneity impossible? 

The members of the seminar agreed that it would be 
extremely ambitious to attempt to answer these meth- 








odological questions in detail and at the same time in- 
dulge in empirical investigation. It was thought that 
if we could do some spadework on the methodological 
issues, we would invite comments and suggestions from 
the members of the profession and increase awareness 
of the need for making one’s methodological position 
explicit prior to undertaking comparative empirical 
investigation. 


COMPARABILITY AND UNIQUENESS 


Questions of the purpose and nature of comparison 
arose repeatedly, and the members of the seminar de- 
voted considerable time to discussing them. It was 
agreed that the general problem of comparison is extraor- 
dinarily difficult for political science since it is unlikely 
that we will ever find two or more societies that are 
identical in all respects except for a single, variable 
factor. Consequently, the possibility of comparing one 
variable or even a set of variables against identical con- 
ditions is illusory. The alternative would seem to be 
comparison—at different levels of abstraction and com- 
plexity—of wider or narrower segments of the political 
process. 

The following tentative classification of levels of com- 
parative analysis was suggested: (1) comparison of a 
single problem limited to political systems that are 
homogeneous in character and operation; (2) compari- 
son of several elements or clusters of elements in rela- 
tion to political systems that are fairly homogeneous; 
(3) comparison of institutions or segments of the political 
process irrespective of “homogeneity”; (4) comparison 
of political systems as such. These four levels of com- 
parison require increasingly higher levels of abstraction. 
At the fourth level, some such approach as that of “ideal 
types” would seem to be called for. 

In general, two points of view were expressed through- 
out the seminar discussions. The first saw the need of a 
conceptual scheme that not only precisely defines the 
categories under which data may be collected, but also 
indicates the criteria of relevance to be adopted and 
the variables that are to be related hypothetically for the 
purpose of comparative study. According to the other 
view, given the present state of comparative studies, 
comparability ought to be derived primarily from the 
formulation of problems with limited and manageable 
proportions. This disagreement should not obscure the 
area of agreement reached by the members of the 
seminar. 

For example, it was agreed: (1) Comparison involves 
abstraction, and concrete situations or processes can 
never be compared as such. To compare means to select 
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certain types of concepts, and in selection we have to 
“distort” the unique and the concrete. (2) Prior to any 
comparison it is necessary not only to establish categories 
and concepts, but also to determine criteria of relevance 
of the particular components of a social and political 
situation to the problem under analysis, e.g. relevance 
of social stratification to family system, or of sun spots 
to political instability. (3) It is necessary to establish 
criteria for the adequate representation of the particu- 
lar components that enter into a general analysis of a 
problem. (4) The formulation of hypothetical relations 
and their investigation with empirical data can never 
lead to proof. A hypothesis or a series of hypothetical 
relations would be considered verified only as long as 
not falsified. (5) Hypothetical relations rather than single 
hypotheses should be formulated. ‘The connecting link 
between general hypothetical series and particular social 
relations should be provided by specifying the conditions 
under which any or all the possibilities enumerated in 
the series are expected to take place. (6) Finally, one of 
the greatest dangers in hypothesizing is the projection of 
possible relationships ad infinitum. This can be avoided 
by the orderly collection of data prior to hypothesizing. 
Such collection may in itself lead us to recognize irrele- 
vant relations (climate and the electoral system, language 
and industrial technology, etc.). 

The members of the seminar, therefore, substantially 
rejected the arguments in favor of uniqueness, and 
argued that comparison between institutions not only is 
possible but may eventually provide, through a multiple 
approach, a general theory of politics and a general 
theory of political change. Before this development can 
be realized, the following research approaches should be 
emphasized and undertaken in as orderly a way as pos- 
sible: (1) elaboration of a tentative and even rough 
classificatory scheme or schemes; (2) conceptualization at 
various levels of abstraction, preferably at the manage- 
able level of the problem-oriented approach; (3) formu- 
lation of single hypotheses or hypothetical series that 
may be suggested by the formulation of either a classi- 
ficatory scheme or sets of problems; (4) constant refer- 
ence of hypotheses to empirical data for the purpose of 
falsification and the formulation of new hypotheses. 


APPROACHES TO THE COMPARATIVE 
STUDY OF POLITICAL SYSTEMS 


Conceptual schemes. The seminar members believed 
that formulation of a conceptual scheme for the com- 
parative study of politics would help provide a classi- 
ficatory table and permit the elaboration of hypotheses. 
Comparison, it was agreed, must proceed from a defini- 








tion of politics as a universally discoverable social ac- 
tivity. The function of politics is to provide society with 
social decisions having the force and status of legitimacy. 
A social decision has the “force of legitimacy” if the col- 
lective regularized power of the society is brought to 
bear against deviations, and if there is a predominant 
disposition among those subject to the decision to com- 
ply. As for the means of enforcing decisions, every 
society, generally speaking, has a determinate organiza- 
tion that enjoys a monopoly of legitimate authority (or 
political ultimacy). Moreover, the characteristic dis- 
tinguishing between political relationships and other 
relationships is the existence of this framework of 
iegitimacy. Conceptions of legitimacy or “legitimacy 
myths” are highly varied ways in which people justify 
coercion and conformity, as well as the ways by which 
a society rationalizes its ascription of political ultimacy, 
and the beliefs that account for a predisposition to com- 
pliance with social decisions. 

But the legitimacy myth only defines the conditions 
of obedience. Within its framework there is the political 
process itself, through which numerous groups having 
political aspirations (policy-aspiration groups and power- 
aspiration groups) strive for recognition and elevation 
to the position of legitimacy. The factors that determine 
which power-aspiration group is to be invested with 
legitimacy, to the exclusion of all others, are the effective 
power factors in the system. 

It was suggested, then, that the general modes of pol- 
itics, for the purpose of analysis, would be as follows: 
Political processes are the struggle among power-aspira- 
tion and policy-aspiration groups competing for the 
status of legitimacy; the outcome is determined by the 
society’s structure of effective power, and the end state, 
legitimacy, is the political reflection of its general value 
system. 

The major components of the political process, which 
should provide a fairly coherent classification scheme as 
well as the possibility of formulating hypothetical rela- 
tions, are the following: the “elective” process of the 
system, its “formal” deliberative process, its “informal” 
deliberative process, its structure of “influence,” and its 
structure of “power.” The major tasks, envisioned under 
this scheme, in the analysis of political systems are: (1) 
to analyze the legitimacy myth of the society in terms of 
specific content and relationship to the society’s general 
myth structure; (2) to inquire into the system’s political 
aspirations, political processes, and effective power fac- 
tors; (3) to analyze both the complexity and ultimacy of 
decision-making systems in the society, specifically the 
conditions under which political ultimacy is either dif- 
fused or concentrated, and the relationships between 


subsidiary and ultimate decision-making systems; (4) to 
provide for a theory of change through the study of 
“formal” and “informal” processes. 

Alternative approaches. The general agreement on the 
usefulness of a conceptual scheme was coupled with an 
equally strong emphasis on the need for alternative ap- 
proaches. It was thought that the present state of com- 
parative politics calls for a “pluralistic” rather than a 
unitary approach, and that for each of the alternative 
approaches suggested, the same degree of methodological 
rigor should be followed as in the development of 
a conceptual scheme. The alternative approaches agreed 
upon were: the problem approach, the elaboration 
of a classificatory scheme or checklist to aid in more 
coherent and more systematic compilation of data, and 
the area approach. 


THE PROBLEM APPROACH 


The study of comparative politics cannot wait for the 
development of a comprehensive conceptual scheme. 
Instead of aiming toward universality it may be advis- 
able to adopt a more modest approach. The members 
of the seminar agreed that the “problem approach” is a 
step in this direction. It was pointed out that the formu- 
lation of a problem in itself has some of the charac- 
teristics of a conceptual scheme. It directs research 
toward various aspects of the political process and at the 
same time calls for an ordering of empirical data and 
the formulation of hypotheses or series of hypothetical 
relations. Furthermore, this approach is flexible enough 
so that it can lead the research worker to examination of 
questions that have a varying degree of comprehensive- 
ness in terms of both theory and empirical orientation 
and investigation. 

Three types of problem approaches were suggested 
and discussed: (1) Narrow-range theory, which involves 
a relatively low degree of abstraction; i.e. it applies to 
homogeneous cultural contexts and deals with a limited 
number of variables. (2) Middle-range theory, which is 
conceived to include problems of fairly general impor- 
tance, involving a relatively high degree of generaliza- 
tion, but remaining below the level of a truly general 
theory of politics. (3) Policy-oriented theory, which deals 
with the immediate practical solution of important 
problems and is consequently focused on problems 
originating in pressing conflict situations or in an over- 
whelming need for policy action. 

Four criteria by which to select problems were sug- 
gested: the intrinsic interest of the problem to political 
scientists; its ability to eliminate certain key difficulties 
in the comparative method and the analytical utility of 
comparison; its capacity for advancing research beyond 
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the current level of inquiry in the field; its probable 
and eventual significance for the formation of a general 
theory of comparative politics. 

It was agreed that the formulation of the problem 
should be as clear and logically coherent as possible, and 
that it should be presented in the following form: 

a. The problem must be stated precisely; it must be stated in 
such a form as to lead immediately to hypotheses; it must be 
analyzed into its component elements; its variables and the rela- 
tions between them must be spelled out; and all this must be done 
in operationally meaningful terms. 

b. Its relations to a possible general theory of politics must be 
described. How would the problem fit into a more general 
theoretical orientation and what more general questions can its 
solution illuminate? 

c. The manner in which the problem calls for the use of com- 
parative method must be demonstrated, and the level of abstrac- 
tion that comparison would involve must be analyzed. 

d. Outline a recommended research technique for dealing with 
the problem and justify the recommendation. 

e. Enumerate possible alternative research techniques. 


It was not considered the function of the seminar to 
state exhaustively narrow-range, middle-range, and 
policy-oriented problems, but a few typical ones were 
suggested for the purpose of illustration: An analysis of 
the relations between the power of dissolution and 
ministerial stability in parliamentary systems would fall 
in the realm of narrow-range theory. A study of the 
political consequences of rapid industrialization in un- 
derdeveloped areas of the world would be in the realm 
of middle-range theory. The following are _policy- 
oriented problems: the development of constitutional 
government in colonial areas; how to deal with political 
instability in France; how to dissociate colonial nation- 
alism from Soviet-inspired leadership and ideology; de- 
termination of policies of constitutional regimes toward 
totalitarian parties, e.g. the Communist Party. 


A CLASSIFICATORY SCHEME 


The seminar concluded that a checklist might facili- 
tate assembling data in an orderly fashion under com- 
monly formulated concepts. It decided to develop such 
a checklist for purposes of illustration. The following 
broad categories and subdivisions were specified: 

(1) The setting of politics: an enumeration of the 
most significant contextual factors of all political sys- 
tems, i.e. geographic patterning, economic structure, 
transportation and communication patterns, sociological 
structure and minorities, cultural patterns, values and 
value systems, and the record of social change. 

(2) The sphere of politics: the actual and potential 
sphere of political decisions: conditions determining 
the sphere of decision making, limits on political de- 
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cisions, major types of decision making, and potential 
changes in the sphere of decision making. 

(3) Who makes decisions: Who are the “elite” sup- 
posed to be? To whom does the community impute 
prestige and what are the prevalent prestige images and 
symbols? Who actually makes the effective political de- 
cisions if they are not made by those who are supposed 
to make them? 

(4) How decisions are made: formulation of prob- 
lems, agencies and channels of decision making, some 
major characteristics of decision making procedure. 

(5) Why are decisions obeyed: the enforcement of 
decisions, compliance, consent, types of consent, ecology 
of compliance, measurement of compliance. 

(6) Practical politics: types, purpose, organization, 
and techniques of policy-aspiration groups; types, goals, 
organization, techniques, and influence and effectiveness 
of power-aspiration groups. 

(7) The performance of the system: stability, adjust- 
ment, and change, and their conditions, relationship be- 
tween formal and informal processes, manifestations of 
instability and stability. 


AREA STUDY AND COMPARATIVE POLITICS 


The third alternative approach to the study of com- 
parative politics is the more systematic use of the area 
concept. However, neither geographic, historical, eco- 
nomic, nor cultural similarities constitute prima facie 
evidence of the existence of similar political charac- 
teristics. If the concept of an area is to be operationally 
meaningful for purposes of comparison, it should cor- 
respond to some uniform political patterns against 
which differences may be studied comparatively and 
explained. 

The definition of an area on the basis of culture was 
considered to be worth detailed discussion. It was sug- 
gested that although primarily used by the anthro- 
pologists it might be adapted to the needs of political 
scientists. 

To make the concept operationally more meaningful 
for political science, it was suggested that an attempt be 
made to define the area concept with reference to 
“political traits” or “trait complexes” or “problem con- 
figuration patterns,” in terms analogous to those used 
by anthropologists when they analyze the concept of 
culture in terms of “traits” or “trait complexes.” Such 
an approach to the definition of an area has not yet been 
undertaken despite its promise for comparative study. 
The very search for common political traits and patterns 
will call for classification and conceptualization. Once 
similar traits or patterns have been distinguished and 
have been related to geographically delimited units, the 
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area concept will be of great value since certain political 
processes can be compared within the area against a 
common background of similar trait configuration. In 
this sense it was thought that future research should be 
directed toward developing in great detail classificatory 
schemes within areas. 


INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS 


The last topic considered was the relationship between 
comparative politics and international politics. It was 
pointed out that contemporary study of international 
politics has entered a new stage. Since the national in- 
terest is now a central concept of international politics, 
what tests or criteria are to be used in identifying the 
interests that shape the foreign policy of any state? Is 
the student of international politics to accept, at face 
value, the definition of national interests given by states- 
men? Or does the examination of power factors, geog- 
raphy, historical development, etc. offer the student of 
international politics certain rough tests for defining 
the “objective” interests of the state? 

Assuming that the concept of national interest pro- 
vides a focal point for investigation, two approaches 
seem possible, either separately or in combination: (1) 
To determine analytically what the national interest 
“ought to be” under certain conditions. One could then 
compare this evaluation of the national interest with its 
“actual” definition as provided by the actions and pro- 
nouncements of the particular nation. (2) To describe, 
in terms of the following categories, the reasons why 
nations define their national interest in certain terms 
and not in others: survival prerequisites; objective 
physical conditions—geography, natural resources, tra- 
dition, past decisions, value systems, etc.; institutional 
channels through which the national interest is defined 
and set—i.e. interest programs and images and how they 
are defined in the political process; policy interplay be- 
tween independent political units and their respective 
interests, including the pattern of reaction within each; 
the subjective pluralism of the society, by which the 
content of the interest images is set. The first four cate- 
gories are in the nature of factors that set limits on the 
definition of the national interest. The last category 
defines the possibilities in substantive terms. On the 
basis of this scheme, it was suggested, there might be a 


49 


useful “division of labor” or cooperation between stu- 
dents of international politics and of comparative 
politics. The second and fourth categories could best be 
handled by students of international politics, the others 
by specialists in comparative government. 

More generally, however, a cooperative effort between 
students of international politics and comparative pol- 
itics should be centered in the following areas of mutual 
interest: (1) The process of decision making has become 
a function in international politics through existing or- 
ganizations. How does this decision making take place? 
Is it accompanied by any broad legitimacy ideas or 
myths that transcend the national states? (2) The con- 
cept of national interest provides for meaningful 
concepts for the study of foreign policy. The concept 
will have to be broken down into component parts, 
some of which would be studied by students of com- 
parative politics, while others remain within the domain 
of international politics. Given analogous conditions, 
generally speaking, the definition of national interest 
varies by individual states. Determination of what ac- 
counts for this variation seems to be the proper task of 
the specialist in comparative politics. (3) Study of the 
focal point at which the states meet—diplomacy and 
negotiations through which conflicts are resolved or com- 
mon objectives realized—is a cooperative task that ad- 
mits no arbitrary allocation of duties, for the action of 
each state depends upon domestic conditions, internal 
images, and traditional forces. Relations between states, 
on the other hand, have repercussions on domestic 
myths, images, authority symbols, and institutions. 
Domestic and international politics are in this sense com- 
plementary factors. (4) The student of international pol- 
itics may also join with the student of comparative 
politics in attempting to define and study an area. Cer- 
tain uniform outlooks and behavior patterns may be due 
to similar experiences shared by a number of states that 
can be geographically identified. The study of such uni- 
formities and differences is primarily a joint task. (5) 
Finally, goals of foreign policy may be jointly studied. 
In the context of national interest foreign policy is to be 
conceived as a dynamic interplay of the given or chosen 
goals, the organic elements that set limiting conditions 
on the selection of goals, and the selection of strategy 
or means for the achievement of the given or chosen 
goals. 








CONSTITUENT MEETING OF THE PROVISIONAL 
INTERNATIONAL SOCIAL SCIENCE COUNCIL 


In accordance with the recommendation of the “Con- 
sultative Meeting of Experts on the Question of an 
International Social Science Council”? that an Inter- 
national Social Science Council be established, the con- 
stituent meeting of the Council was held at UNEsco 
House in Paris, on October 6-9, 1952. The word Pro- 
visional is used in the title of the new body for the time 
being because it was thought advisable to regard the 
new Council as in a formative stage until experience 
had shown that it could operate effectively, particularly 
in view of the fact that the recommendations of the con- 
sultative meeting and the statutes adopted at the con- 
stituent meeting provided for an organization different 
both in structure and functions from the three existing 
Councils established under the auspices of UNEsco— 
the International Council for the Coordination of Med- 
ical Sciences, the International Council for Philosophy 
and Humanistic Studies, and the International Council 
of Scientific Unions. The word Provisional also seemed 
appropriate pending the selection of the full member- 
ship of the Council. 

Each of five international social science associations 
named two of the ten initiating members of the Council. 
The associations and their nominees were: International 
Committee of Comparative Law, André Bertrand of the 
University of Paris and F. H. Lawson of Oxford Uni- 
versity; International Economic Association, E. A. G. 
Robinson of Cambridge University and Volrico Travag- 
lini of the Institute of International Economics, Genoa; 
International Political Science Association, D. N. Ban- 
erjee of Calcutta University and Peter H. Odegard 
of the University of California, Berkeley; International 
Sociological Association, Georges Davy of the Univer- 
sity of the Sorbonne, and Donald Young of Russell Sage 
Foundation; International Union of Scientific Psy- 
chology, Otto Klineberg of Columbia University and 
Jean Piaget of the International Bureau of Education, 
Geneva. Also present at the meeting were Mme. Alva 
Myrdal, Director of the Department of Social Sciences 
of Unesco, members of the Unesco Secretariat, and 
observers from various interested organizations. 

One of the decisions of the meeting affecting mem- 
bership was the addition of the International Union 

1 For a description of the work of this meeting, held at UNEsco 


House, December 18-21, 1951, see Donald Young, “First Steps toward 
an International Social Science Council,” Jtems, March 1952, pp. 1-3. 
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of Anthropological and Ethnological Sciences as the 
sixth nongovernmental organization entitled to nomi- 
nate members for appointment to the Council. 

The chairman of the constituent meeting was Jean 
Piaget; Otto Klineberg served as vice-chairman, and 
André Bertrand as rapporteur. The officers of the Coun- 
cil elected at the meeting were: President, Donald 
Young; Vice-President, Georges Davy; Treasurer, E. A. 
G. Robinson. An Executive Committee, with all the 
powers and responsibilities of the Council between gen- 
eral meetings, was also chosen, with the following mem- 
bership: Georges Davy, Peter H. Odegard, Jean Piaget, 
E. A. G. Robinson, and Donald Young. The first meet- 
ing of the Executive Committee was scheduled to be 
held in Paris during the third week of November. 

The constituent meeting dealt with four general 
topics: (1) the statutes of the International Social Science 
Council; (2) the proposed international center for the 
study of social consequences of technological changes; 
(3) relationships with other Councils and organizations 
established under the auspices of UNEsco; (4) the pro- 
gram of the International Social Science Council in 
1953 and 1954. 


STATUTES OF THE COUNCIL 


The organization of the new Council was set forth 
in its statutes, adopted at the constituent meeting. The 
membership of the Council is to “consist of from 16 to 
24 specialists who are interested in furthering the 
progress of the social sciences,” * who will serve for over- 
lapping terms of six years each. Two thirds of the mem- 
bers will be elected by the Council from lists of nominees 
submitted by the six international social science associa- 
tions named above. The remaining members of the 
ISSC are to be chosen by the Council without such 
formal nomination. Persons in this second, or co-opted, 
group are to be chosen without reference to their mem- 
bership in professional associations, but as individuals 
recognized as possessing outstanding qualifications for 
participation in the work of the Council. It is possible 
to add two more associations to the present list of six, 
if the statutory limit of 24 members is to be reached. 


2“International Social Science Council Draft Statutes,” August 10, 
1952 (mimeographed), p. 1. 


























The Council will be staffed by a small secretariat, di- 
rected by a secretary general. Claude Lévi-Strauss of the 
Institute for Advanced Studies, University of Paris, 
accepted this office on November 22, 1952. 

The statutes may be amended by a vote of two thirds 
of all members of the Council at a general meeting 
called especially for that purpose. The permanent head- 
quarters of the Council will be in Paris, and the Council 
will be incorporated under French law. 

The International Social Science Council differs from 
the other three Councils in at least two important re- 
spects: (1) its members are not associations but indi- 
viduals, and serve as such; and (2) it is not expected to 
act as a disbursing agent for UNEsco in allocating funds 
to international associations or other organizations. The 
chief reason for this form of organization lay in the 
Council’s concern with interdisciplinary approaches to 
the social sciences, and its conviction that such prob- 
lems would not receive adequate attention if its mem- 
bers served as representatives of associations and there- 
fore were mainly representative of their individual 
disciplines. The Council’s need for autonomy in carry- 
ing out its functions was emphasized, and in this respect 
it was stressed that the Council would not serve any 
special purpose as an intermediary body between 
Unesco and the international associations. 

Under the statutes, the Council is given a large meas- 
ure of autonomy and flexibility. Its functions are pri- 
marily advisory in character, although it may engage 
at its discretion in administrative or semi-administrative 
activities. It will be financed initially at the rate of 
$15,000 per year, from the general budget of UNEsco. 
It may accept contracts from Unesco for the perform- 
ance of administrative, supervisory, or research func- 
tions. It may receive funds from other sources for carry- 
ing out any of its approved functions. It establishes its 
own program, and is therefore substantively autonomous 
within the limits of its financial resources. At the same 
time, it will be associated with Unesco in that it will 
furnish advice to the Department of Social Sciences, and 
will probably accept some contracts from UNEsco in 
furtherance of activities related to the program of that 
organization. 

The aims of the International Social Science Council 
are “the advancement of the social sciences throughout 
the world and their application to the major problems 


of the present day.” * More specifically, the functions of 
the Council are: 


(a) to advise the United Nations Organization and 
the Specialized Agencies on any questions which 
may be referred to it; 


8 Ibid. 
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(b) whenever the Council deems it appropriate, to 
offer its services to UNEsco on its own initiative; 


(c) to recommend specific research projects of an 
interdisciplinary and international character to 
the appropriate national or international bodies; 


to identify, design and conduct such research, 
provided that it is of an urgent nature and can- 
not be undertaken (unaided) by any other appro- 
priate organization; 


(d) 


(€) to advise appropriate national or international 
bodies, at their request, on research projects un- 
dertaken by them; 


(f) 


to advise, whenever requested to do so, on the 
choice of competent specialists to carry out re- 
search projects involving the application of more 
than one social science discipline.‘ 

The statutes, as drafted at the constituent meeting, had 
not been prepared in final form at the time the present 
article was written. 


INTERNATIONAL CENTER FOR THE 
STUDY OF SOCIAL CONSEQUENCES 
OF TECHNOLOGICAL CHANGES 


In 1950 UNEsco was requested by the United Nations 
Economic and Social Council to make an analysis of 
possible needs for regional or United Nations labora- 
tories in the social sciences. Several meetings of experts 
were convened by Unesco for the consideration of this 
request, and the Sixth General Conference of UNEsco 
(1951) authorized the Director-General to proceed, as 
soon as practicable, “to establish an International Social 
Science Research Council and an International Social 
Science Research Centre for study of the social implica- 
tions of technological changes.” The Department of 
Social Sciences prepared for the constituent meeting of 
the Council a memorandum outlining possible struc- 
tures and functions for the proposed center, and re- 
ported that UNEsco was prepared to appropriate $7,000 
to permit the center to commence its organization in 
1953. 

The International Social Science Council was re- 
quested to advise UNESCO on various questions related 
to the center’s establishment. In the short time remaining 
after the adoption of the statutes and election of 
officers, the members of the Council did not feel that 
they were able to give sufficient consideration to the 
subject to justify making recommendations on all the 
questions involved, and therefore appointed a subcom- 
mittee under the chairmanship of Otto Klineberg to 
prepare detailed proposals concerning a center, for 
presentation to the Executive Committee. It was, how- 
ever, agreed that while the center might gradually de- 


4 Ibid. 
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velop into an autonomous organization, it was desirable 
that a close relationship between the two bodies should 
be maintained, through the provision of annual reports 
by the center to the Council, and through ex officio 
membership of the latter on the governing board of the 
center. 


RELATIONSHIP WITH OTHER 
COUNCILS AND ORGANIZATIONS 


The constituent meeting decided that international 
associations and unions affiliated with the International 
Social Science Council could, so far as it was concerned, 
simultaneously maintain affiliation with any other ap- 
propriate international Council. Messrs. Piaget and 
Robinson were named as liaison officers for the ISSC 
with CIPHS and ICSU, respectively, and were appointed 
to represent the ISSC on the Inter-Council Coordinating 
Committee, which is concerned with questions of 
mutual interest to the four Councils. 

The Executive Committee was requested to prepare 
a recommendation concerning the precise character of 
the relationship that should be established between the 
International Social Science Council and the Coordi- 
nating Committee on Documentation in the Social 
Sciences, for consideration at the next meeting of the 


Council. The Committee, which is supported by an an- 
nual grant of $3,000 from UNEsco, is active in the field 
of international bibliography; it has recently assisted the 
International Sociological Association in the publica- 
tion of Current Sociology: No. 1, International Bibli- 
ography of Sociology, and the International Political 
Science Association in the publication of International 
Political Science Abstracts, a quarterly. 


PROGRAM OF THE COUNCIL 


It was agreed that the activities of the Council in 
1953 and 1954 should be planned by the Executive Com- 
mittee, with the aid of such consultants as it might wish 
to invite to participate in its deliberations. Interest was 
expressed, on the part of the Department of Social 
Sciences, in obtaining the advice of the Council on a 
variety of topics in the program of UNEsco. Frequent 
observations throughout the constituent meeting by its 
members as well as by Unesco staff concerning needs 
for Council activity clearly indicated that the main 
problem in program development would not be one of 
having to search for worth-while tasks, but would be 
that of selection from a multitude of opportunities for 
doing useful work, 


COMMITTEE BRIEFS 


CIVIL-MILITARY RELATIONS RESEARCH 


William T. R. Fox (chairman), McGeorge Bundy, Gordon 
A. Craig, John P. Miller, Harold Stein; staff, Bryce Wood. 

At its second and third meetings, on October 13 and 
November 10, the committee reviewed a draft of a bibli- 
ography of materials published since 1940 in the field of 
civil-military relations. It is hoped that the bibliography 
may be published in the spring of 1953. The committee re- 
viewed the responses to letters that had been sent to some 
50 persons known to be concerned with research in the area 
of interest to the committee. The letters had requested in- 
formation about research and research training being under- 
taken by the correspondents, and other studies known to 
be in progress. This information will be used by the com- 
mittee in an endeavor to define the field of civil-military 
relations, and to make suggestions for research studies that 
might close existing gaps in knowledge of the subject. 


CROSS-CULTURAL EDUCATION 


Wendell C. Bennett (chairman), W. Rex Crawford, Cora 
Du Bois, Herbert Hyman, Ronald Lippitt, Charles P. 
Loomis; staff, Joseph B. Casagrande, M. Brewster Smith, 
Bryce Wood. 
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The committee met in New York on October 4 to review 
the progress of the research projects already initiated and 
to consider future activity. The current research projects 
consist of three foreign studies in Japan, Mexico, and 
Sweden, plus a related study in India, all under the general 
supervision of Cora Du Bois; and four United States studies 
at the University of California at Los Angeles, Ohio State 
University, University of Pennsylvania, and University of 
Wisconsin, all under the general supervision of M. Brewster 
Smith. Since these various research projects have been 
initiated only recently, it is premature to report on results. 
The chief problem confronting the committee and the 
supervisors of projects is the comparability of the material 
obtained in the individual studies. The committee discussed 
ways and means of comparing this material without forcing 
the individual studies into too rigid a framework in this 
experimental year. 

The committee considered the second phase of the study 
and agreed that successful planning would have to await 
more positive results from the initial year. The committee 
also considered the possibility of drawing up some hypoth- 
eses, with the aid of other social scientists, that would be 
pertinent to the broad field of cross-cultural educational 
experience. It was thought that hypotheses drawn from work 

















in other fields might be a valuable addition to those result- 
ing from the variety of projects being conducted in the first 


year of the committee’s program. W. C. B. 


ECONOMIC GROWTH 


Simon Kuznets (chairman), Shepard B. Clough, Edgar M. 
Hoover, Wilbert E. Moore, Morris E. Opler, Joseph J. 
Spengler. 

The committee on November 7-8 reviewed the current 
research programs and plans of several university and official 
agencies. Those who participated in addition to the mem- 
bers of the committee were: John H. Adler, International 
Bank for Reconstruction and Development; Hugh G. J. 
Aitken, Research Center in Entrepreneurial History, Har- 
vard University; Bert F. Hoselitz, Research Center in Eco- 
nomic Development and Cultural Change, University of 
Chicago; Adolph Lowe, New School for Social Research; 
Max F. Millikan, Center for International Studies, Massa- 
chusetts Institute of Technology; Chandler Morse, Depart- 
ment of Economics, Cornell University; John E. Sawyer, 
Department of Economics and Research Center in Entre- 
preneurial History, Harvard University; Leo Silberman, 
Balliol College, Oxford, visiting professor, Department of 
Anthropology, Northwestern University; and R. Richard 
Wohl, Research Center in Economic Development and Cul- 
tural Change, University of Chicago. It was agreed that the 
committee would assist in organizing several further con- 
ferences on important topics bearing upon research in eco- 
nomic growth. Selection of specific conference topics is to 
be made at a meeting in February. 

The committee is completing the preparation of its 
volume presenting revisions of the papers prepared for the 
conference held last April on economic growth in Brazil, 
India, and Japan. It is hoped that this volume can be pub- 
lished in the spring. 


PACIFIC COAST COMMITTEE 
ON SOCIAL STATISTICS 


Maurice I. Gershenson (chairman), Genevieve Carter, 
Emily Huntington, George M. Kuznets, Davis McEntire, 
Calvin F. Schmid, Jacob Yerushalmy. 


The committee has issued its Inventory of Source Material 
and Research in Social Statistics, Pacific Coast, 1944-1950, 
edited by Davis McEntire with the collaboration of mem- 
bers of the committee, in photo-offset form. This is a 67-page 
document listing statistical sources and important research 
projects using quantitative methods in selected social fields, 
for the seven-year period since publication of the commit- 
tee’s earlier inventory. The listing is by fields and brief anno- 
tations are included. Copies of the new Inventory may be 
obtained upon request to the office of the Council's Pacific 
Coast Representative, Harold E. Jones, University of Calli- 
fornia, Berkeley 4, California. 
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POLITICAL BEHAVIOR 


V. O. Key (chairman), Conrad M. Arens Angus 
Campbell, aera de Conia, Oliver Garceau, pom. Leiser- 
son, M. Brewster Smith, David B. Truman. 

Field work is nearly completed in the national study of 
voting behavior, which the University of Michigan Survey 
Research Center is conducting under the sponsorship of the 
committee as reported in the September Jtems. Approxi- 
mately 2,000 randomly selected respondents were inter- 
viewed in October and most of them were being inter- 
viewed again in November. This project was not designed 
to provide a basis for predicting the outcome of the 1952 
presidential election, but it is assembling data that will make 
possible a very detailed analysis of the factors that influenced 
voters and nonvoters during the campaign. Particular em- 
phasis is being given the following variables: party loyalty, 
candidate appeal, attitudes on foreign and domestic issues, 
and personal and group pressures. A.C. 


SOCIAL BEHAVIOR 


Leonard S. Cottrell, Jr. (chairman), Leon Festinger, 
Horace M. Miner, Robert R. Sears, Robin M. Williams, te: 
staff, M. Brewster Smith. 

The committee met on October 25 to appraise its first 
year’s activities and plan future work. 

Socialization. A bibliography of empirical research on 
socialization is now in final stages of revision preparatory 
to submission to the Council for possible publication. A 
first draft of a field manual for cross-cultural study of so- 
cialization is expected to be completed in December or 
January for circulation to a large number of investigators 
for their criticisms and suggestions. A revision of the manual 
will be based not only on these criticisms but on the ex- 
perience of seminar groups at the University of California, 
Cornell, Harvard, University of Kansas, University of 
Texas, and Yale. These seminar groups are formulating 
hypotheses, developing methods, and conducting pilot 
studies in the cross-cultural examination of processes of 
socialization. 

Social integration. Work conferences on research in 
social integration have made clear: (1) that this field lacks 
both general and “middle-range” theoretical structuring; 
and (2) that the most promising approach is through study 
of specific aspects of social organization, and research di- 
rected toward a statement of conditions that determine the 
integration of the individual with groups and of groups 
into a social system. During the coming year the committee 
will continue its efforts to stimulate specific research de- 
signs related to this topic. The committee’s staff will explore 
the literature and current research on social values in order 
to aid the committee in appraising the promise of this field 
for empirical research. Robin Williams will formulate a 
series of specific hypotheses concerning the antecedent con- 
ditions of varying degrees of integration of the individual in 
social groups; and Robin Williams and Horace Miner will 
give further consideration to the possibility of comparative 








studies in differential societal reactions to acculturation 
processes. 

Communication. Working conferences on this topic have 
shown that while there is a substantial amount of basic re- 
search going on in this field, it is not yet ready for systematic 
efforts at integration and more general theoretical structur- 
ing. It is expected that this point may be reached in the 
near future. The most feasible step at the present time 
seems to be that of giving hypothetical structure to specific 
aspects of communication processes. As a part of a project 
under the auspices of the Ford Foundation, Leon Festinger 
will undertake the formulation of research propositions on 
certain aspects of communication and interpersonal in- 
fluence. The problems on which communications research 
is currently focused do not appear to require cross-cultural 
research design. However, the problems of communication 
in cross-cultural lines present a rich and important field for 
investigation. The committee plans to explore further the 
present activities and future plans for research on this aspect 
of communication. L. S.C. 


WESTERN COMMITTEE 
ON REGIONAL ECONOMIC ANALYSIS 


E. T. Grether (chairman), Ernest A. Engelbert, Morris E. 
Garnsey, J. A. Guthrie, William O. Jones, —- Neff, 
ElRoy Nelson, David A. Revzan, Harry S. Schwartz, Paul B. 
Simpson, Edward L. Ullman, Nathaniel Wollman. 


Appointment of the committee in September on an ex- 
perimental basis for one year was the outcome of a confer- 
ence on regional economics held in Berkeley on May 21-23, 
1952, under the auspices of the Council. The committee will 
attempt to assess the opportunities for regional economic 
analysis presented by the West and to make suggestions for 
improving the types and availability of relevant data. Prepa- 
rations for a series of meetings in the spring are under way. 
The Proceedings of the May conference have been dittoed, 
and copies may be obtained upon request to the chairman 
of the committee, E. T. Grether, Dean of the School of Busi- 
ness Administration, University of California, Berkeley 4, 
California. 


PERSONNEL 


AREA RESEARCH TRAVEL GRANT 


Since making the appointments listed in the September 
issue of Items the Committee on Area Research Training 
Fellowships has made one additional award: 


Paul J. Campisi, Associate Professor of Sociology, Wash- 
ington University, St. Louis, a travel grant for a 
social and cultural analysis of communities in Italy, 
in collaboration with social scientists in that 
country. 


DIRECTORS AND OFFICERS OF THE COUNCIL 


At the annual meeting of the board of directors of the 
Council held in September, Luther Gulick of the Institute 
of Public Administration, Alexander H. Leighton of Cornell 
University, Herbert Wechsler of Columbia University, and 
Donald Young of the Russell Sage Foundation were elected 
directors-at-large for the two-year term 1953-54. 

Roy F. Nichols of the University of Pennsylvania was 
elected chairman of the board of directors for 1952-53; 
Robert R. Sears of Harvard University, vice-chairman; 
Charles Fairman of Stanford University, secretary; and 
Lowry Nelson of the University of Minnesota, treasurer. 
The following members of the board were elected as its 
Executive Committee: Wendell C. Bennett of Yale Univer- 
sity (chairman), Donald G. Marquis of the University of 
Michigan, Mortimer Spiegelman of the Metropolitan Life 
Insurance Company, Schuyler C. Wallace of Columbia Uni- 
versity, Donald Young of the Russell Sage Foundation. S. S. 
Wilks of Princeton University was named chairman of the 


Committee on Problems and Policy for the year 1952-53, 
and Malcolm M. Willey of the University of Minnesota was 
elected a member for the term 1952-55. The other members 
of this committee are Fred Eggan, Douglas McGregor, 
Joseph J. Spengler, Conrad Taeuber, and ex officio: Pendle- 
ton Herring, Roy F. Nichols, and Robert R. Sears. 


APPOINTMENTS TO COMMITTEES 


A new Committee on Linguistics and Psychology was 
established in October by the Committee on Problems and 
Policy, to plan and develop research in the field of language 
behavior. The members of the new committee for 1952-53 
are Charles E. Osgood of the University of Illinois (chair- 
man), John B. Carroll of Harvard University, Floyd G. 
Lounsbury of Yale University, George A. Miller of Massa- 
chusetts Institute of Technology, and Thomas A. Sebeok 
of Indiana University. Joseph B. Casagrande of the Council’s 
Washington office will serve as staff of the committee. 

A Western Committee on Regional Economic Analysis 
has been appointed for the year 1952-53 to explore means 
of improving data for economic analysis of the West and 
its usefulness for testing regional research problems. The 
members of this exploratory group are E. T. Grether, Uni- 
versity of California (chairman); Ernest A. Engelbert, Uni- 
versity of California at Los Angeles and Ford Foundation; 
Morris E. Garnsey, University of Colorado; J. A. Guthrie, 
State College of Washington; William O. Jones, Stanford 
University; Philip Neff, University of California at Los 
Angeles; ElRoy Nelson, University of Utah; David A. Rev- 
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zan, University of California; Harry S. Schwartz, Federal 
Reserve Bank of San Francisco; Paul B. Simpson, University 
of Oregon; Edward L. Ullman, University of Washington; 
Nathaniel Wollman, University of New Mexico. 

Richard Hartshorne of the University of Wisconsin has 
been named chairman of the Committee on Area Research 
Training Fellowships for 1952-53. Taylor Cole of Duke Uni- 
versity and Henry C. Wallich of Yale University have been 
newly appointed members of the committee. C. E. Black, 
W. Rex Crawford, and Cora Du Bois have been reappointed 
for 1952-53. 

Conrad Taeuber of the Bureau of the Census and Paul 
Webbink of the Social Science Research Council have 
been appointed members of the Committee on Census 
Monographs. 

John P. Miller of Yale University has been named a mem- 
ber of the Committee on Civil-Military Relations Research. 

Howard F. Lowry, President of The College of Wooster, 
has been designated by the American Council on Education 
as a member of the Conference Board of Associated Research 
Councils, succeeding Everett N. Case. 

Amry Vandenbosch of the University of Kentucky has 
been appointed to the Committee on Grants-in-Aid for 
1952-53. The other members of the committee are George 


W. Stocking (chairman), Ray A. Billington, Richard S. 
Crutchfield, and John W. Riley, Jr. 

The Committee on Historiography has been reconstituted 
with the following membership: Thomas C. Cochran of 
the University of Pennsylvania (chairman), Hugh G. J. 
Aitken of Harvard University, S. H. Brockunier of Wesleyan 
University, Shepard B. Clough of Columbia University, Bert 
J. Loewenberg of Sarah Lawrence College, and Jeannette P. 
Nichols of Philadelphia. 

O. W. Eshbach of Northwestern University has been ap- 
pointed by the Conference Board of Associated Research 
Councils to its Commission on Human Resources and 
Advanced Training, succeeding F. L. Wilkinson, Jr. 
(resigned). 

Leonard S. Cottrell, Jr. of the Russell Sage Foundation 
has been named a member of the Committee on Identifica- 
tion of Talent for 1952-53. 

Earl Latham of Amherst College has been named chair- 
man of the Committee on Social Science Personnel, which 
has charge of the Council’s research training fellowship 
program. Ralph L. Beals of the University of California at 
Los Angeles and John H. Rohrer of Tulane University have 
been newly appointed to the committee. John A. Clausen, 
Richard A. Lester, and Paul Webbink have been reap- 
pointed for 1952-53. 


PUBLICATIONS 


SSRC BULLETINS AND MONOGRAPHS 


Social Behavior and Personality: Contributions of W. I. 
Thomas to Theory and Social Research, edited by 
Edmund H. Volkart. June 1951. 348 pp. Cloth, $3.00. 


Support for Independent Scholarship and Research 
by Elbridge Sibley. Report of an inquiry jointly 
sponsored by the American Philosophical Society and 
the Social Science Research Council. May 1951. 
131 pp. $1.25. 


Area Research: Theory and Practice, Bulletin 63, by 
Julian H. Steward. August 1950. 183 pp. $1.50. 


Culture Conflict and Crime, Bulletin 41, by Thorsten 
Sellin. 1938; reprinted September 1950. 116 pp. $1.00. 


Tensions Affecting International Understanding: A 
Survey of Research, Bulletin 62, by Otto Klineberg. 
May 1950. 238 pp. Paper, $1.75; cloth, $2.25. 


Labor-Management Relations: A Research Planning 
Memorandum, Bulletin 61, by John G. Turnbull. 
October 1949. 121 pp. $1.25. 


The Pre-election Polls of 1948: Report to the Commit- 
tee on Analysis of Pre-election Polls and Forecasts, 
Bulletin 60, by Frederick Mosteller, Herbert Hyman, 
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Philip J. McCarthy, Eli S. Marks, David B. Truman, 
with the collaboration of L. W. Doob, Duncan Mac- 
Rae, Jr., F. F. Stephan, S. A. Stouffer, S. S. Wilks. 
September 1949. 416 pp. Paper, $2.50; cloth, $3.00. 


PAMPHLETS 


Exchange of Persons: The Evolution of Cross-Cultural 
Education, Pamphlet 9, by Guy S. Métraux. June 
1952. 58 pp. 50 cents. 


Area Studies in American Universities by Wendell C. 
Bennett. 1951. 92 pp. $1.00. 
Domestic Control of Atomic Energy, Pamphlet 8, by 


Robert A. Dahl and Ralph S. Brown, Jr. 1951. 122 pp. 
$1.00. 


DIRECTORY OF FELLOWS 


Fellows of the Social Science Research Council 1925- 
1951. New York, 1951. 485 pp. Limited distribution. 
$5.00. 


All publications listed are distributed from the New York 
office of the Council. 





ANNOUNCEMENT 


FELLOWSHIPS AND GRANTS 


Announcements of fellowships and grants to be offered 
by the Social Science Research Council in 1953 were dis- 


The deadline for all applications has been advanced to 
January 5, 1953, in the hope that it may be possible to 
inform applicants of committee decisions by the first of 
April. Prospective candidates for fellowships are urged to 


tributed during October. Research Training Fellowships, 
Area Research Training Fellowships, Travel Grants for Area 
Research, Grants-in-Aid of Research, and Faculty Research 
Fellowships will be offered on substantially the same basis 
as in recent years. Beginning with the current year, how- 
ever, fellowship committees will meet only once annually, 
in the spring. 


communicate with the Council immediately, especially if 
they seek preliminary advice before preparing formal 
applications. 

Inquiries should be directed to the Washington office of 
the Social Science Research Council, 726 Jackson Place, 
N.W., Washington 6, D.C. 


SOCIAL SCIENCE RESEARCH COUNCIL 


230 PARK AVENUE, NEW YORK 17, N.Y. 


Incorporated in the State of Illinois, December 27, 1924, for the purpose of advancing research in the social sciences 


Directors, 1952: RaLpH L. BEALS, WENDELL C. BENNETT, Ray A. BILLINGTON, GorDoN A. CRAIG, J. FREDERIC DEwHuRST, FRED EGGAN, CHARLES 
FAIRMAN, ROBERT B. HALL, PENDLETON HERRING, WILLARD Hurst, Otro KLINEBERG, ALEXANDER H. LEIGHTON, DONALD G. MARQUIS, 
Doucias McGrecor, Lowry NELSON, Roy F. NICHOLS, FREDERICK OsBorRN, DON K. PRICE, THEODORE W. SCHULTZ, ROBERT R. SEARS, MORTIMER 
SPIEGELMAN, GEORGE W. STOCKING, CONRAD TAEUBER, DorotHy S. THomas, SCHUYLER C. WALLACE, S. S. WILKS, MALCOLM M. WILLEY, HOLBROOK 
WorkKING, DONALD YOUNG 


Officers and Staff: PENDLETON HERRING, President; PAUL WEBBINK, Vice-President; ELBRIDGE SIBLEY, Executive Associate; HARoup E. Jones, 
Pacific Coast Representative; Bryce Woop; ELEANOR C. ISBELL; JOsEPH B. CASAGRANDE; M. BREWSTER SMITH; CAROLYN E. ALLEN, Financial 
Secretary 
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